petween Citizen's Fort Ashby exchange and the Cumberland, Maryland, -

exchanges.
FINDINGS OF FACT
1. There is no dispute between Bell Atlantic-wWest Virginia, Inc.,
and Commission Staff in Case No. 92-1188-T-C because Bell Atlantic-West
virginia, 1Inc., has agreed to take whatever steps are necessary to

!

|| attempt to implement interstate EAS between its Mason exchange in West
f virginia and the GTE North exchanges in Pomeroy, Ohio, across the Oh;o
| River from Mason, West Virginia. (Tr. Vol. II, pp. 6-10; Bell Atlantic

Exhibit No. 3).

Ccitizens Telecommunications Company of West Virginia, Inc., in Case No.
93-027°3-T-C, with respect to the Commission's lack of jurisdiction to
! require local exchange companies in West Virginia to implement interstate
| EAS. (Citizens Initial Brief and Commission Staff Initial Brief, filed

November 21, 1994).

:! 2. There is no longer a dispute between Commission Staff and
|

| 3. The communities of Mason and New Haven, West Virginia, and
. Pomeroy and Middleport, Ohio, have developed into, essentially, one large
ﬂ consolidated community, with as many as S50% of the people in the four
| communities living in one state and working in the other state. (Tr.
i Vol. II' pp- 35, 36’ 38, 40, ‘2-‘3' 4‘: ‘5' ‘8' 50-51' 52( 55' 61-62, 6"
59, 73 and 79).

engaged in interstate calling covering distances of five miles or less
4 several times per day because of jobs, families, schools and friends.
' All of the speakers indicated that their calling volumes to the affected
'~ exchanges would substantially increase if local service i« jinstituted |
between the four communities. (Tr. Vol. II, pp. 30, 33, 35, 38, 41, 43, |
s0, 51, 52, 53, 54, 55, 56, 58-59, 60, 61-62, 63, 64, 65, 69, 71, 74, 76,
77, 78 and 79).

| -
;{ 4. All of the speakers at the Mason community of interest hearing
|

5. All of the businesses in the Mason/New Haven area have signif-
icant numbers of customers on both sides of the Ohio River in all four
communities and all of the businesses in those communities experience !
large telephone bills because of the amount of interstate calling neces-
sary to run their businesses, due to the current configuration of the
existing LATA boundary. (Tr. Vol. II, pp. 33, 34, 37, 38, 39-40, 41, 42,
43, 44, 45, 48, 54, 55, s6, 57, 60, 61, 62, 63, 64, 66-67, 69, 71, 72-73,
76, and 77).

6. In the Mason/New Haven/Pomeroy/Middleport area, it is quite
common for parents of children attending school in one state to work in
the other state, causing a significant monthly telephone expense for all
of the Ohio and West Virginia kindergarten, elementary, junior high and
~enior high schools in the area. It is common for the schools in the

- _.ffected communities to have to contact parents directly for a variety of
reasons, and, accordingly, all of the schools must accommodate high
telephone bills in their budgets due to the lack of local c2'ling between

' the four communities. (Tr. Vol. II, pp. 42-43, 48, 50-56, 58, 65, 69,

W 70-71, 79 and 80).




7. Hospitals, other medical facilities and medical personnel in
the Mason/New Haven/Pomeroy/Middleport area, including doctors, dentists
and pharmacies, routinely treat patients and have patrons from all four
communities and experience high long distance calling expenses, due to
the current configuration of the existing LATA boundary, even though most
of the residents of the area and their patients live within a ten mile
radius of each other. (Tr. Vol. II, pp. 30, 33, 35, 38, 43, 51, S8, 59,

60-61, 62, 63 and 79).

8. Emergency medial services personnel from the four communities
routinely transport patients between the two states and have a signifi-
cant amount of telephone calling between the medical facilities and their

base areas. (Tr. Vol. II, pp. 60 and 67).

9. The fire departments in the Mason/New Haven/Pomeroy/Middleport
area work closely in conjunction with each other; have entered into
mutual assistance pacts; provide backup assistance to each other; loan
equipment between the various communities; and work together formulating
regional emergency plans. As a result, all of the fire departments in
the four communities experience significant long distance calling ex-
penses due to the current configuration of the existing LATA boundary.
Additionally, the businesses that supply equipment to the fire depart-
ments are located, principally, on the Ohio side of the Ohio River, so
the West Virginia fire departments experience frequent long distance
calling expense for this reason as well. (Tr. Vol. II, pp. 32, 41, 46,

, 55, 67, 68, 71 and 76).

10. The civic organizations for all four communities work closely
together and coordinate and plan events with each other. Additionally,
several of the local civic organizations have residents of both Ohio and
West Virginia on their boards because of this close interrelationship.

(Tr. Vol. II, pp. 69-70).

11. Economic development organizations from the Mason/New
Have/Pomeroy/Middleport area work as one, treating the area as one
consolidated economic development Jlocation. However, the economic
development efforts of the area are being hampered by the existing LATA\
boundary. (Tr. Vol. I1I, pp. 40, 43, 45, 46-47, 53, 61, 62, 67, 73,
74-75%). |

12. The local governments of the Mason/New Haven/Pomeroy/Middleport
communities work closely with each other, communicating about various
matters, including delinquent municipal service customers, and emergency
and economic development plans. (Tr. Vol. I1I, pp. 46-47, 55, 70, 75-76).

13. Bell Atlantic-West Virginia, Inc., sent a customer survey to
every customer in its Mason exchange, consisting of 804 customers and
received responses from approximately 400, or 47%, which was one of the
highest responses to one of these surveys that the Company had ever seen,
‘ndicating extreme interest in interstate local calling between the Mason
_Cchange and the Pomeroy exchange, and causing Bell Atlantic-West Vir-
ginia, Inc., to voluntarily agree to attempt to provide such service.
(Tr. Vol. II, pp. 6-10; Bell Atlantic Exhibit No. 3).

—— s— — ———————
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14. The Cumberland, Maryland, area is the emergency, employment, '
economic,
West Virginia, including the Fort Ashby exchange.
15’ 23' 27l 56, 62' 72-7" 90)-

15. The Fort Ashby exchange in West Virginia is only eight miles
from the Cumberland exchanges. Approximately 25% of the entire Mineral
County population is employed in Allegheny County, Maryland, with ap-
proximately 35-40% of the Fort Ashby residents working in the Cumberland
area. (Tr. Vol. III, pp. 8, 12-13, 18, 42, 47 and 64).

(Tr. Vol. III, pp. 8,

16. As a result of their employment in Cumberland, Maryland, many
Fort Ashby exchange residents are frequently required to make long
distance telephone calls to reach their places of employment or, when
they are at work, their childrens' schools in West Virginia. (Tr. Vol.
II1, pp. 8, 12, 18, 42, 47 and 64).

17. The Fort Ashby area and the Cumberland area have grown togeth-

business and cultural center for northern Mineral County in ||

er, with Mineral County, West Virginia, being included in the Cumberland
metropolitan statistical area for census and economic study purposes.
Additionally, the City of Cumberland Airport is located in Mineral
County, West Virginia, evidencing the expansion of the Cumberland metro-
politan area into Mineral County. (Tr. Veol. III, pp. 10-11, 18-19, 37

and 40).

18. All of the businesses and schools in the Fort Ashby exchange
must communicate on a daily basis with businesses in the Cumberland

exchanges to obtain the supplies that they need and to deal with custom-
ers. The bank in the Fort Ashby exchange is a branch of a Cumberland
bank and must communicate constantly across the LATA boundary with
Cumberland. All of the schools in the Fort Ashby exchange must deal with
vendors in the Cumberland exchanges because most of the supplies they
require cannot be obtaine. _  their local calling vicinity. (Tr. " ".
II1, pp. 25-26, 33-34, 35, 36, 38, 46-47, 49-50, 52-53, <6, 59-60, 61,

62, 71, 81 and 90).

19. Economic development in the Mineral County area generally and

the Fort Ashby area, particularly, is being hindered as a result of the
configuration of the LATA boundary in the area and the inability of the

Fort Ashby exchange residents to make local calls to Cumberland, Mary-
land. As a result, many businesses and individuals interested in locat-
ing in the Fort Ashby exchange choose to locate in other areas once they
learn about the 1local calling situation. (Tr. Vol. III, pp. 10-11,
14-15, 16-17, 23-24, 25, 37-38, 40-41, 54, 60 and 93-94).

20. Most of the residents of the Fort Ashby exchange obtain their
principal medical care from hospitals, clinics and doctors in the
Cumberland area and, for any specialized services, are totally dependent
upon Cumberland area hospitals and other medical facilities. Approxi-
nately 95% of all Mineral County, West Virginia, emergency ambulance
_.alls go to the Cumberland area hospitals. (Tr. Vol. III, pp. 17, 46,
57, 62-63, 67, 71, 74, 76-77, Bl, 85-86, 87-88 and 95).
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itizens Telecommunications Company of West Virgin-
ia Iﬁt: ﬁ::f.:gty;ciunulatod the data necessary to enable it to make
:Q;sonabfe cost estimates for providing interstate EAS between its New
Haven exchange and Pomeroy and Middleport, Ohio, and its Fort Ashby
exchange and Cumberland, Maryland. (Citizens Exhibit No. 2, generally).

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

1. Due to the agreement of Bell Atlantic-West Virginia, Inc., to
attempt voluntarily to obtain approval for providing interstate EAS
between its Mason exchange and Pomeroy, Ohio, and due to the agreement
between Commission Staff and Citizens Telecommunications Company of West
virginia, Inc., that the Public Service Commission of West Virginia lacks
the jurisdiction to require West Virginia local exchange companies to
provide interstate EAS telecommunications se-vices, it is unnecessary for
the Administrative Law Judge to address the merits of the Staff plan

—

filed in this proceeding in August of 1993, which actually generated the

reopening of these proceedings.

2. As a result of prior rulings of Judge Green, overseeing dives-
titure matters in the United States District Court for the District of
Columbia, it is necessary for the Administrative Law Judge and, ulti-
mately, the West Virginia Public Service Commission to make a determina-
tion as to the community of interest between the West Virginia exchanges

Yich are the subject of the two instant consolidated proceedings and
.neir sister exchanges across the LATA boundaries, to which those ex-
changes desire local calling, to see if a request to the Department of
Justice and the United States District Court for the District of Columbia
for a waiver from or modification of the existing LATA boundaries in the

affected areas would be justified.

3. As a result of all of %>~ evidence discussed at pages 15-18 and
21-22 of this decision, the Administrative Law Judge concludes that a
substantial and significant community of interest exists between Bell
Atlantic's Mason exchange and Citizens' New Haven exchange, on the one
hand, and the Ohio telephone exchanges across the Ohio River, serving |
Pomeroy and Middleport, Ohio, on the other hand, thereby justifying a
request to the Department of Justice and the United States District Court
for the District of Columbia for a waiver from or modification of the
existing LATA boundaries in the affected area.

4. Based upon the evidence discussed at pages 19-20 and 23 of this
decision, the Administrative Law Judge concludes that there is a sub-
stantial and significant community of interest between Citizens' Fort
Ashby exchange on the one hand, and the Cumberland, Maryland, telephone
exchanges, on the other hand, thereby justifying a request to the De-
partment of Justice and the United States District Court for the District
of Columbia for a waiver from or modification of the existing LATA
houndaries in the affected area.

- 5. Since Citizens Telecommunications Company of West Virginia,
Inc., has not accumulated sufficient data to allow it to make a reason-
able cost estimate to provide interstate EAS from its exchanges which are

— ——
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the subject of these proceedings, it is reasonable to direct Citizens to
cooperate fully with Commission Staff and to begin to accumulate whatever
data and information Commission Staff believes is necessary to enable
reasonable decisions to be made with respect to the provision of inter-
state EAS from the West Virginia exchanges which are the subject of these

cases.

ORDER

IT IS, THEREFORE, DETERMINED that a substantial and significant
community of interest exists between the Mason exchange of Bell Atlan-
tic-west Virginia, Inc., and the New Haven exchange of Citizens Telecom-
munications Company of West Virginia, Inc., on the one hand, and the
telephone exchanges serving the communities of Pomeroy and Middleport,
Ohic, based upon the evidence submitted in the hearing held in Case No.
92-1188-T-C on October 13, 1994.

IT IS FURTHER DETERMINED that a substant.al and significant commu-
nity of interest exists between the Fort Ashby exchange of Citizens
Telecommunications Company of West Virginia, Inc., on the one hand, and
the telephone exchanges serving the Cumberland, Maryland, area, on the
other hand, baced upon the evidence submitted at the hearing held in Case
No. 93-0223-T-C on October 18, 1994.

IT IS, THEREFORE, ORDERED that Citizens Telecommunications Company
of West Virginia, Inc., cooperate fully with the Telecommunications and
Legal sStaff of the Public Service Commission of West Virginia, and
commence the accumulation of the data and information specified Dby the
Commission's Telecommunications Division with respect to the ultimate
provision of interstate extended area service from Citizens' New Haven
exchange to Pomeroy and Middleport, Ohio, and from Citizens' Fort Ashby
exchange to the Cumberland, Maryland, exchanges.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that these proceedings be, and they hereby

are, dismissed and stricken from the Commission's docket of open cases.

The Executive Secretary is hereby ordered to serve a copy of this
order upon the Commission by hand delivery, and upon all parties of
record by United States Certified Mail, return receipt requested.

Leave is hereby granted to the parties to file written exceptions
supported by a brief with the Executive Secretary of the Commission
within fifteen (15) days of the date this order is mailed. If exceptions
are filed, the parties filing exceptions shall certify to the Executive
Secretary that all parties of record have been served said exceptions.

If no exceptions are so filed this order shall become the order of
the Commission, without further action or order, five (5) days following
he expiration of the aforesaid fifteen (15) day time period, unless it

“is ordered stayed or postponed by the Commission.

Any party may request waiver of the right to file exceptions to an
Administrative Law Judge's Order by filing an appropriate petition in

\

|
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«riting with the Secretary. No such waiver will be effective until
approved by order of the Commission, nor shall any such waiver operate to
make any Administrative Law Judge's Order or Decision the order of the
Commission sooner than five (5) days after approval of such waiver by the

Y PR 7@2;

Melissa K. Marland

Chief Administrative Law Judge
MKM:dfs:mal




UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

Plaintiff,

-against- Civ. Act. No. 82-0192 (HHG)

WESTERN ELECTRIC COMPANY, INC,,
and AMERICAN TELEPHONE AND
TELEGRAPH COMPANY,

Defendants.

ORDER
Upon the motion ofthe United States, dated , 1995, and the entire

record herein, it is hereby
ORDERED that Bell Atlantic may provide extended area service between

its Mason exchange and the exchanges serving Pomeroy and Middleport, Ohio

Harold H. Greene
United States District Judge

Dated:



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing "Application for EAS
Waiver" was served this 4th day of December 1995, by first class

mail, postage prepaid, on the parties on the attached list.

Lona st fst*\~<CLkC=X'

Cristi L. Schwarcz
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~~
December 12, 1995
—

Mr. Donald J. Russell, Chief
Communicanions Task Force
Deparmment of Justce
Anttrust Division

353 4ch Streer, N.W.
Washington. D.C. 20001

Dear Mr. Russell:

As you know. the Virginia Stare Corporation Commission is charged by the
Virginia Constinution and enabling stanutes to regulate. among other things, telephone
service in the Commonwealth. We are committed 1o ensuring that affordable local
telephone service is available to meet the expanding community of interest needs of
Virginia subscribers.

Currently, this Commission is dealing with the issue of providing local calling
between Bell Atantic - Virginia, Inc.’s (BA-VA) Honaker exchange and GTE South’s
(GTE) Richlands exchange. A solution to this issue is Extended Local Service (ELS)

- which is flat-rated, non-optional calling berween the exchanges. BA-VA's Honaker
exchange petitioned for ELS and a majority of subscribers, after being notified of the
amount their rates would increase, voted favorably. Because of the de minimus increase
to Richlands subscribers, a poll was not required by Virginia law. Instead they were
given notice of the proposed increase and afforded an opportunity to comment or request
a hearing. When none of the Richlands customers objected or requested a hearing, the
Commission entered an order approving ELS between the two exchanges.

~ Implementation of ELS on this toll route requires a waiver to permit Bell Atlantic
- Virginia to participate in the provisioning of non-optional local interL ATA calling
berween the Honaker exchange located in the Roanoke LATA and the Richlands
exchange located in the Bluefield, West Virginia Independent Market Area.

TYLER BURLDING. 1300 EAST MAIN STREET. RICHMOND, VA 23215-3630 TELECOMMUNICATIONS DEVICE FOR THE DEAF-TOO/VOICE: (804) 3719208



Mr. Donald J. Russell
Page 2
December 12, 1995

™ We respectfully request your review of this marter, and adoption of a
recommendation to the United States District Court to grant this waiver.

The attachment to this letter explains the derails of this request. The Director of
our Communicatons Division, Mr. Edward C. Addison, (804) 371-9560, or his associate,
Mr. Alan R. Wickbam (804) 571-9674, can answer any questions regarding this marter.

PCS/ARW:js
Attachment

~~



Attachment
Page 1

The Virginia State Corporation Commission (SCC) requests
that Bell Atlantic -~ Virginia, Inc. (BA-VA) be allowed to
participate in the provisioning of a non-optional servica,
called Extended lLocal Service (ELS), between its Honaker
exchange located in the Roancke, Virginia LATA and GTE South's
(GTE) Richlands exchange located in the Bluefield, West Virginia

Independent Market Area.
ELS Provisioning

The process used to determine if ELS will be provisioned
between exchanges is mandated by Virginia State Code. The
process includes a petition to the Coammission for ELS by five
percent (53%) of the subscribers, and either surveys of
subscribers in both exchanges or public notice to determine
their preference for paying higher rates for expanded lccal
calling privileges. The Code also mandates the criteria as to
the number of respondents who must vote favorably. If all
criteria are met, the Commission will direct the local exchange
carrier (LEC) to implement ELS. When the two exchanges are
separated by a LATA boundary, a waiver is needed from the United
States District Court to allow BA-VA, a Bell Operating Company,
to provide the service.

Upon implementation of ELS, calling between the affected
exchanges is changed from toll to local. Placing calls between
the exchanges would be seven digit dialing like any other local
call in Virginia.

Community of Interest Issues Between the Honaker and Richlands
A;QQ.S

Honaker is a small rural exchange serving approximately
3100 customers in the northeast corner of Russell County in
southwest Virginia. The Honaker exchange has no major
industries, medical specialty clinics, hospitals, shopping
malls, colleges, or commercial transportation facilities. The
closest locations providing these facilities for Honaker
exchange subscribers are the town of Richlands (population*
4,500) which is in Tazewell County and sexved by GTE South's
Richlands exchange and the town of Lebanon located in the
Lebanon exchange. Honhaker already has local calling to Lebanon.
The provisioning of Extended Local Service from Honaker to
Richlands would provide an essential local calling link between
small communities in Russell County and commercial, medical, and
educational centers.



Attachment
Page 2

ELB Provisioning Between the Honaker and Richlapnds EBxchanges

Telephone customers in BA-VA's Honaker exchange petitioned
the Commission to provide ELS to GTE's Richlands exchange. All
Honaker customers were surveyed to determine their willingness
to pay increased monthly rates to expand their local calling
area to include Richlands. Fifty four percent (54%) of the
Honaker customers responded to the survey. Of those customers
responding, 90% were in favor of ELS. GTE's Richlands customers
vere notified by display advertising in local newspapers serving
the area. There was no opposition from Richlands customers.

The Virginia State Corporation Commission's Position

This Commission, along with members of the Virginia General
Assembly representing these customers, would like to resolve
this calling problem. This proposal also has the endorsement of
the Russell County Board of Supervisors. Therefore, the
Commission respectfully requests the Department of Justice to
concur in this request, and move the United States District
Court to permit Bell Atlantic - Virginia, Inc. to provide ELS
from its Honaker exchange to GTE - South's Richlands exchange.



BOARD OF SUPERVISORS .
RUSSELL COUNTY VIRGINIA P.0.BOX 1208 LESANCN, VIRGINIA 24268

|

— [ October 30, 1995

Mr. Richard L. Settle, Area Manager
Bell Atlantic-Virginia

~ 700 Virginia Avenue
Norton, Virginia 24273

Dear Richard:

The Russell County Board of Superviscrs encorse the
proposal to provide local service calling from Honaker

to Richlands.

This would provide a great pbenefit to the elderly of
the Honaker area who are dependent on medical and octher
essential services provided in Richlands.

With kindest regards, I am

inceraslv,

-

ANAAN
J$m$s A. Gillesp:ie
Cquaty Administrator

TELEPHONE (7C3) $29.3000 £AX (703; a89-8011 TDO (703) 889-800«
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APPLICATION OF -
GTE SOUTH, INC.

To implement extended local
service from its Richlands
exchange to Bell Atlantic’s
Honaker exchange

. Ay,
FINAL ORDER C ./A' ,7% '
on July 14, 1995, GTE South, Inc. ("GTE" or "the omgényu)
filed an application with the State Corporation Commission
("Commission") pursuant to the provisions of Virginia Code § 56-
484.2. GTE proposed to notify its Richlands exchange subscribers
of the increases in monthly rates that would be necessary to
extend their local service toc include the Honaker exchange cf
Bell aAtlantic-Virginia, Inc. ("BA-VA"™). By order of Augqust 18,
1995, the Commission directed GTE to publish notice of the
proposed increases. Comments or requests for hearing were due on
or before October 23, 199S.-

On October 30, 1995, the Division of Communications
submitted its report referring to the notice that was published
by GTE, and stating that no comments or regquests for hearing had
been received. The Commission determined that, pursuant to the
provisions of § 56~484.2A of the Code of Virginia, a pell was not
required in the Richlands exchange because the proposed rate
increase for one party residential flat rate service would not
exceed S% of the current monthly rate for such service. The

Commission need not convene a hearing unless requested by the
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provided in § 56-484.2C of the Code of Virginia. Accordingly,

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED THAT: .

(1) The proposed extension of local service from GIE's
Richlands exchange to the Honaker exchange of BA-VA may be
implemented in a manner suitable to the two companies.

(2) The two companies shall implement the tariff revisions
necessary for the proposed extansion of local service.

(3) There being nothing further to come before the
Commission, this docket is closed and the papers filed herein
shall be placed in the file for ended causes.

ATTESTED COPIES herecf shall be sent by the Clerk of the
Commission to: Joe W. Foster, Esquire, P.O. Box 110, FLTC0007,
Tampa, Florida 33601; Richard D. Gary, Esguire, Hunton &
Williams, Riverfront Plaza, East Tower, 951 East Byrd Street,
Richmond, Virginia 23219-4074; Stephen C. Spencer, Regional
Director-External Affairs, GTE South Incofporated, One James
Center, Suite 1602, 901 East Cary Street, Richmond, Virginia
23219; Division of Consumer Counsel, Office of the Attormey
General, 900 East Main Street, Second Floor, Richmond, Virginia
23219; the Commission's Office of General Counsel; and the

Commission's Division of Communications.

ATm@qu 11252297”115’-éé?t¢€£z

‘ Clerk of the
~  State Corporation Commission

wx TOTAL PAGE. Q10 ok
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To implement extended
local service from the
Waverly exchance to the
Claremont exchange of
GTE Scuth, Incorporatad
TIN ORDER

On March 18, 1996, Bell Atlantic-Virginia, Inc. ("BA-VA" or
"the Company') Ziled an application with the State Corporation
Commission ("Commission") pursuant to the provisions of Va. Code
§ 56-484.2, proposing to notify the Company's Waverly exchange
subscribers of the incresases in monthly rates that would be
necessary to excend their local service to include the Claremont
exchange of GTE South, Incorporated ("GTE"). A poll of Waverly
subscribers was not required under Va. Code § 56-484.2(A) Lecause
the proposed rate increase for one-party residential customers
did not exceed five percent (5%) of the existing monthiy one-
party residential flat rate. By order dated April 4, 1996, the

Commission directed BA-VA to publish notice of the proposed

increase. Affected telephone customers were given until



May 29, 1996, =o file comments or resguest a hearing on the
proposal. No comments or reguests for hearing wers received.

On May 29, 1996, the Ccmpany ZIiled proof of notice as
required by the Commissicn's order of April 4, 1996.

On June 14, 1996, the Commission Staff ("Staff") submic:zad
its report regardinc the Company}s application. The Statfs

recommended that BA-VA's applicaticn o implement extended local

service from its Waverly exchange o GTE's Claremont exchange be
apprcvecd. Accordincly,

IT IS TEEREFORE CRDER=D THAT:

(1) The proposed exta2nsion cf local service fxom 3A-VA's

Waverly exchance to GTE's Claremont exchange shall be

(2) The Company shall implement the tariff revisions
necessary for this proposed extension of local service.

(3) This matter shall be dismissed and the papers shall be
placed in the Ccommission's file for ended causes.

AN ATTESTED COPY hereof shall be sent by the Clerk of the
Commission to: Warner F. 3rundage, Jr., Esquire, Vice-President,
General Counsel and Secretary of Bell Atlantic-Virginia, Inc.,
600 East Main Street, P.0O. Box 27241, Richmond, Virginia 23261;
the Division of Consumer Counsel, Office of the Attormey General,

900 East Main Street, Richmond, Virginia 23219; and the



Commission's Qffice of General Counsel and Division of

Communicaticns.

Mﬂﬂl
0 Jomeestna CoTUnESn



